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1.	Introduction
The present study addresses sexist language and sexist discourses in Greek public texts and talk, namely a corpus of Greek public documents as well as transcripts from parliamentary sittings. It is one of the outcomes of the first official attempt towards non-sexist language reform, commissioned by the Greek General Secretariat for Gender Equality during the period of May-October 2014 (Gasouka et al., 2014). Sexism in language is seen as the tendency to speak of people as cultural stereotypes of their gender and is mostly conveyed through treating words and language choices that refer to men or women as marked. Following the line of research of feminist social psychologists and linguists (Bergvall, Bing and Freed, 1996; Weatherall, 2002; Mills, 2003), our study focuses on sexist language that specifically targets women. Within this view, unmarked words are those that primarily refer to men or generically to both men and women. In this way, women are either ignored, rendered invisible, defined narrowly, or depreciated through language choices (Henley, 1987; Weatherall, 2002: 13). 
Mills (2008: 10) distinguishes between overt and indirect sexism. Overt sexist terms include a certain set of linguistic features such as the generic masculine he, diminutive word endings such as -ette used to refer to women, masculine​[1]​ plurals to refer to mixed gender groups, derivation of female forms from a category of male and insult terms which differ for men and women. Lexico-grammatical asymmetries that correspond to categorical forms of sexism are abundant and, often, resistant to reform in languages with gender-inflected grammar, such as Arabic and Berber, but also French (Mills, 2003: 14-15), Spanish (Bengoechea, 2011) and Greek, as they are embedded in the language system itself, especially at the level of morphology. Indirect sexism on the other hand, refers to stereotypical beliefs about women which are not directly associated with certain linguistic usages but rather create strong associations between gender and the lack of ability of certain attributes, such as women being bad drivers (Mills, 2003). 
Recent research has concentrated on indirect sexism (see for example Walsh, 2001; Cameron, 2003; Sunderland, 2004; Mills, 2008) partly because matters of overt sexism are seen as largely eliminated as a result of language reform in English language. However, we address, among others, overt sexism, as it is phenomenon still ubiquitous in Greek public discourse, mainly due to the properties and the historical status of Standard Modern Greek. What is more, Greek is a highly gender-inflected language, so the generic masculine is the dominant choice for male and female referent members of a group of people. We aim to show that this practice results in a grammatical paradox where masculine forms are used even when women are exclusively addressed.
Public documents are an important aspect of the public arena, as they encompass a wide range of administrative tasks and they refer to and/ or address different groups of citizens and stakeholders who share various social and demographic features. Within a discourse analytic framework informed by both critical and interactional approaches, we analyse selected documents from ministries and city councils that explicitly refer to and/or address groups of citizens with specific professional or other identities, such as teachers, doctors, immigrants, etc. We supplement our analysis with examples from parliamentary sittings where verbal conflicts between male and female MPs are observed with regards to the use of (sexist) language. We specifically deal with a) the pervasiveness of the grammatical standard of the generic use of the masculine, b) the super-standard extension of its application in cases where the referents are exclusively female and c) the emergence of indirect sexism through face threats to women who are presented as “trespassers” of perceived standardness. 
In the following sections we embark upon a discussion of (overt) sexist language and feminist language reform globally (section 2) and then focus on the Greek linguo-cultural context (2.1) and gender asymmetries in Greek grammar (2.2). In section 3, we address indirect sexism within the framework of Third Wave Feminist linguistics. After a presentation of our dataset (4), we conduct a qualitative and contextualised analysis of written (4.1 and 4.2) and oral data (5). We conclude by proposing that the specific choices made by the authors and speakers in our dataset correspond to sexist discourses of female exclusion (6). 

2.	Sexist language and feminist language reform globally 
The study of sexist language has been the main focus of Western feminist groups in the late 1960s early 1970s (Pauwels, 2011: 10) whose aim was to expose overt sexist terms, such as the use of generic he and the normalisation of the masculine; these were considered as reflecting wider societal forces and institutionalised power inequalities rather than being an individual mistake or slip (Bodine, 1975; Mills, 2008: 1). Recent research considers indirect sexism as residing, among others, in covert assumptions and kept in play at the level of presupposition (Mills, 2003). Therefore, it cannot be limited to specific words or phrases brought to the attention of speakers by feminists and feminist linguists alike. According to Cameron (2006: 16):
If we take it that no expression has a meaning independent of its linguistic and non-linguistic context, we can plausibly explain the sexism of language by saying that all speech events in patriarchal cultures have as part of their context the power relations that hold between women and men. 
Within this view, it is not only the linguistic aspect of sexism that has to be taken into account but, more importantly, contextual, social and wider discourse aspects that involve peoples’ beliefs and worldviews about men and women and which are, in turn, reproduced and often perpetuated through language use. Following Mills (2008: 6), we acknowledge that the use of the term sexism is occasionally seen as outdated even among feminist circles, mainly due to the fact that feminist activism around linguistic matters has primarily focused on the English language (Pauwels, 2011) which has significantly changed so that overt sexist terms have been replaced by gender neutral ones. In particular, during the 1970s and 1980s the work of Lakoff (1975) and Spender (1980) resulted in major discussions that led to the recognition of certain language features as discriminatory and, by extension, to discursive intervention through creation of anti-sexist alternatives (see also Pauwels, 1998). These proposals did not come without resistance. Several arguments against feminist language reform have been expressed in the media and in academia since the 1970s, focusing on, among others, the triviality and difficulties involved in changing language (Blaubergs, 1980). Despite the resistance, it can be argued that some of the sexist connotations of these features are now explicit and since speakers of English have become sensitive to them there is an assumption that overt sexist terms “will simply fall out of usage” (Mills, 2008: 6).  Hence, the attempt to deal with overt forms of sexism seems less timely or relevant, as they are now supposed to be easily recognised and, thus, easily questioned and potentially amended. 
Outside English language communities, issues of gender-neutrality and non-sexism have attracted attention in a diversity of languages and settings. This ranges from documentation of sexist language, as in China, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Lithuania, Poland and Thailand (Pauwels, 2003: 553), to active intervention in language use, as in Norway, France, Germany and Spain (Milles, 2011: 22). Intervention, in turn, has been attempted and/ or achieved in several languages both at the micro level by local actors and, although less consistently, at macro-level by public governmental bodies (Liddicoat, 2011: 4). Depending on the unique properties of the languages involved, non-sexist language reform has concentrated on, among others, feminisation, namely making women visible (in, for example, French, Italian, Spanish and German) and neutralization, the usage of unmarked non-sexed terms (in English, Dutch, Swedish, see articles in the special issue of Current Issues in Language Planning, 2011). The intensity and scope of feminist reform vary across the globe (Milles, 2011) and its effectiveness, apart from hard to assess (Hellinger and Pauwels, 2007; Mills, 2008) is beyond the scope of this study. Nevertheless, it can be argued that at least in the above mentioned languages, non-sexist language reform has affected and/ or modified, to a greater or lesser extent, language behaviour.	

2.1.	Gender equality and the Greek linguo-cultural context
The linguo-cultural situation in Greece is relatively different, due to the lack of a non-sexist language policy as well as the properties and historical status of Modern Greek. Diglossia (Ferguson [1959]1964) has been a key issue throughout the history of the Greek language since the founding of the Greek nation state. Katharevousa, namely the high “puristic” variety that made use of archaic forms favoured by conservative Greeks was almost exclusively used in official settings (Alvanoudi, 2014).Thus, the transition from this close to classical Greek “high” variety to Standard Modern Greek in formal discourse and education has overwhelmed language policy and planning since 1976. Standard Modern Greek refers to the present state of Dhimotiki, the once considered and used as low variety. In 1976, after the collapse of the dictatorial regime (the Junda, 1967-1974), diglossia officially ceased to exist and Dhimotiki was recognised as the official language. Nevertheless, Dhimotiki still maintains certain formal and archaic characteristics found in Katharevousa (Mackridge, 1987: 56; Christidis, 2001: 151). 
Since the late 1970s onwards language policy and planning attempts in Greece were exhausted on the debate over diglossia. Hence, Greece, unlike other Western European countries has not been able to afford the planning of an official non-sexist language policy but, rather, has been limited to few attempts of documentation of sexist language phenomena in the lexicon and texts pertaining to formal genres as well as proposals for their elimination (Tsokalidou, 1996) that were not officially adopted by the state. Despite the fact that issues such as the lack of Modern Greek vocational terms for women were spotted as early as 1953 and proposals for their amendment were put forward (Triantafillidis, 1963), contemporary Greek language reform has been mainly directed towards optimal spelling and accentuation conventions​[2]​. 
Within feminist linguistic circles, academic research on issues of representation of genders in Greek discourse first started in the 1980s (Pavlidou, 1985; 2002; 2006; Makri-Tsilipakou, 1989 and more recently Alvanoudi, 2014; Pavlidou et al., 2015) and various proposals that never materialised as formal language policies were publicised since then. One of them is the Guide of non-sexist language use in Greek public discourse, a preliminary feminist analysis of sexist language and terms used in public discourse, published by the non-governmental organisation Union of Greek Women Scientists (Tsokalidou, 1996). Almost twenty years later, in 2012, under pressure from the European Social Fund, the Ministry of Interior and Administrative Reconstruction via the General Secretariat for Gender Equality invited proposals for the elaboration of a Guide for the Use of Non-sexist Language in Public Documents. For this purpose, a group of academics, including sociologists and linguists aimed both to document and to raise awareness of sexist language in Greek public documents. The Guide, that is based on an extensive analysis of administrative documents concerning the parameter of (un)equal gender representation, was completed in 2014 (Gasouka et al. 2014). At the moment, it has the official status of an administrative document and the Ministry is undertaking the task of disseminating the results of the research project as well as the proposals made by the authors in the form of lectures and workshops engaging public sector employees.  It is the first formal attempt on the part of the Greek state to plan language reform in the specific domain and administrative action is still pending as far as its implementation and assessment is concerned. 
We therefore argue that Greece is relatively behind other Western European countries with regards to the uses, awareness and tolerance of sexist language.  In this regard, in formal domains such as public administration, legal and religious texts and forensic procedures, aspects of linguistic conservatism are exhibited in the use of archaic structures that pertain to Katharevousa. Hypercorrection towards the super-standard use (Labov, 1966, 1972; Wolfram and Fasold, 1974) of masculine forms, which at times results in semantic incongruity, originates in the long established use of the generic masculine and the fact that formal vocabulary used to denote professional or other attributes is identified as exclusively appropriate for formal usage, serving, thus, the normative body of the Greek language (for similar observations in Spanish see Bengoechea, 2011). What is more, masculine nouns denoting humans in Greek are twice as many as the feminine ones (Pavlidou, Alvanoudi and Karafoti, 2004).
With regards to the broader issue of gender equality, the contribution of EC membership concerning both employment and social policies has been important. Advanced social and family legislations were implemented as early as 1983 and policies pertaining to sex equality in employment relations have been applied and consistently revised since the 1980s (Davaki, 2013). The General Secretariat for Gender Equality was set up in 1985 to safeguard the implementation of anti-discrimination legislation (ibid). More recently and following the 2010 EU directive, the National Programme for Substantive Gender Equality 2010-2013 has been designed with an aim to defend the rights of all women through promotion of gender equality and implement, among others, interventions that prevent discrimination (ibid). In the public sphere, although women’s representation in politics increased during the 1990s following the EC recommendation, female representation in top positions of politics and business remains low but still comparable with other EU countries-members (ibid). For example, only one cabinet member out of twenty one in the current Greek cabinet is female (www.hellenicparliament.gr). It is argued that one of the reasons why women are underrepresented in politics is because they are included based on the criteria of their male colleagues (Pantelidou-Malouta, 1992). Disproportionate representation of feminine nouns in the lexicon along with the fact that Greek women entered the public domain and traditionally male dominated occupations in the latter half of the 20th century further reinforces their invisibility in public discourse. 

2.2.	Gender asymmetries in Greek grammar
The Greek language, as, among others, French, German, Arabic and Berber is a “gender language” (Hellinger and Bussmann, 2001) in that nouns are categorised as masculine, feminine and neuter and the pronouns and other complements used to refer to them, differ accordingly. In Greek, the majority of nouns in the singular form of the nominative case can be interpreted as belonging to one of the three genders based on the suffix. Gender classes do not necessarily correspond to male, female or inanimate referents but grammatical gender marks a vast number of linguistic items since the codification of referent’s sex is systematic and compulsory (Alvanoudi, 2014: 31). Thus, when both women and men are referred to, users of Greek can use either masculine or feminine forms or both. Nevertheless, the bipolar feminine-masculine gender order proves asymmetrical as shown by the standard preference for the generic use of the masculine (see also Pavlidou, 2002). 
A category of nouns that is particularly susceptible to the rule of the dominant masculine are the so called “professional” nouns, i.e. nouns denoting occupation or other attributes of the persons they refer to. The feminine form of the majority of those nouns is considered a derivative of the masculine form, either via a. feminine endings (δάσκαλος ‘teacher-MASC’-δασκάλα ‘teacher-FEM’) or b. the feminine suffixes –tria (-τρια), -tra (-τρα), -issa (-ισσα), -ina (-ινα) and –ida (–ιδα) (Holton et al. 2004: 241; for similar examples in German and Russian see Liddicoat, 2011). A third category consists of “professional” nouns of the so-called “common gender”, i.e. nouns which follow the declension patterns of the masculine (ο/η εισαγγελέας / δικηγόρος / πρύτανης ‘the-MASC/the-FEM district attorney / lawyer / rector-MASC/FEM’) (Holton et al. 2004: 23). The sex of the person(s) denoted is determined by modifiers (articles, adjectives e.t.c.). 
Despite the fact that feminine endings or suffixes are available in the Greek morphology, the so called “common” or “inclusive” gender is the preferred choice of Greek speakers, especially when professions of higher social status and prestige are concerned (ο/η γιατρός / the-MASC/the-FEM doctor-MASC/FEM instead of η γιατρ-ίνα / η γιάτρ-ισσα / the-FEM doctor-FEM). However, for professions of lesser social status (such as ο κομμωτής / η κομμώτρια / the-MASC hairdresser-MASC / the-FEM hairdresser-FEM, ο καθαριστής / η καθαρίστρια / the-MASC cleaner-MASC / the-FEM cleaner-FEM), exclusive forms of feminine and masculine morphology for the respective sexes are quite often available. The preference for this distribution of gender morphological patterns is compatible with the higher status held by high varieties and formal registers of mostly archaic origin in Modern Greek. The fact that women entered professions of higher social status and traditionally male professional domains in the recent years partly explains the tendency to use masculine morphology for female referents. However, the sociolinguistic distribution of the above mentioned forms in different registers, genres and communicative events has not been systematically examined. 
Nevertheless, since grammatical gender constitutes a tool for the construction of the sociocultural gender (Alvanoudi, 2014, 32) or else the “gendering process” (McConnell-Ginet, 2003: 90), its effect on speaker conceptualisations of the world as male or female also has to be addressed. Because of the social significance of personal reference, nouns, personal pronouns as well as other forms of personal reference proved susceptible to modification in response to ideological and social change. The generic use of masculine gender was historically prescribed by grammarians who adopted an androcentric view of the world (Bodine, 1975: 131-133). However, it is contested by feminist linguists, on the grounds that it correlates with the “gender effect” (Alvanoudi, 2014: 6-7), namely the speakers’ strong tendency to interpret the world as male and the masculine as the “most worthy gender” (Hellinger and Bussmann, 2001: 15). The fact that the Greek language has an extensive gender marking system affecting word formation, coordination as well as maintenance of reference to the same entity via obligatory gender agreement, makes the generic use of the masculine even more relevant to the discussion of entrenched sexism in language (Mills, 2003).

3.	Third Wave Feminist linguistics and indirect sexism  
Taking the above facts into account, our study is inspired by Second Wave feminism (Mills, 2003; 2008​[3]​) in the sense that it detects forms of overt sexism embedded within the morphology of the language system itself and aims at language reform. But the aim of this study is also to address “the subtle and hence more insidious discriminatory and exclusionary discourses that abound” (Toolan, 1996: 4). As much sexist language can be considered a global category, it is first and foremost constructed via texts and interactions and is therefore only retrievable within specific linguistic choices and the way these are perceived by interlocutors and audiences within the local context. The local and contextualised level of communication is the critical domain in both the linguistic construction and the meta-linguistic analysis of sexism (Georgalidou, 2016). Inspired by studies within Third Wave Feminist Linguistics, we approach sexism as co-constructed at the wider discourse level.
We view discourses as ways of representing aspects of the world (Sunderland, 2004; Fairclough, 2003). Peoples’ beliefs and view of the world – in this case views on men and women - relate to their position in society which comes with different experiences, different knowledge, different ways of conceiving and doing things (see also Eckert and McConnell-Ginet, 2003). Certain discourses which, according to Sunderland, are gendered discourses e.g. “neat girls”, “girls as good learners” or “women as appearance oriented” can be naturalised, in the sense that they are already established, taken for granted and cannot be easily questioned, because they are often considered as a result of power relations and dominant structures; challenging these dominant structures can be marked, as it is seen as breaking social conventions (Wodak, 2001: 3). Within this view, sexism is a set of often dominant discursive practices that can be reproduced, promoted, resisted or challenged through text and talk over time. 
Methodologically, a combination of micro- with macro analysis that looks into the local as well as the wider socio-cultural context will reveal the potentially discriminatory nature of dominant discourses and sexist language practices (see also Thornborrow, 2002). We, thus, argue that an integration of “the campaigning zeal of second wave feminism” with “third wave’s theoretical sophistication and contextualised focus” is particularly relevant to our data (Mills, 2008: 27). In fact, one of the main challenges in feminist language reform is to manage the potential tension and find a balance between “the universal/global desire for linguistic equality of the sexes and the linguistic and socio-cultural conditions of local/regional contexts” (Pauwels, 2011: 15). To this end, we also address sexism in the wider Greek socio-cultural context and attempt to pin down the sexist discourses that are reproduced in Greek public discourse. 

4.	The dataset 
The data under investigation consist of 949 administrative documents that were produced during 2009-2014 and are in current use in a) city councils, b) prefectures and c) ministries. They encompass a wide range of functions (i.e. governmental decisions, legal actions, reports, proceedings and circulars) and they consistently refer to and/ or address different groups of citizens who are categorised based on their demographic characteristics and/or the various social, professional and institutional roles they hold (i.e. immigrants, doctors, nurses, teachers, single mothers, victims of sexual harassment etc.). Our sample was first selected randomly; then stratified according to document types and finally selected proportionately, so that a representative amount of documents are analyzed according to the size of the population of the said municipality/ prefecture/ ministry. In particular, the present study is based on the qualitative analysis of 100 documents included in the database that were selected from a variety of sources so that different institutions and document types are represented. The documents explicitly address the public and/or refer to groups of people of both sexes bearing professional or other attributes. Our analysis focuses on the linguistic and textual choices of the authors. In particular, we examine the morphological, syntactic and semantic aspects of language used to address Greek citizens in the documents, as well as the pragmatic force and impact of textual organization. 
	We then juxtapose standardised language use in the written varieties of Greek administration with (meta-) discursive choices in the parliamentary context. Our data includes transcripts of parliamentary sittings based on official video-recordings and the Proceedings of the Greek Parliament where verbal conflicts between male and female MPs emerge from the specific choice of using feminine morphological forms over the standardised masculine. Our approach is qualitative and the excerpts under analysis are mainly chosen as indicative of dominant ideologies concerning gendered language use. 

4.1.	Morphosyntactic choices, pragmatic outcomes
In terms of morphology, both qualitative and quantitative​[4]​ analysis of the public documents in our database shows that the generic masculine is the dominant choice for nouns denoting occupation or other attributes of the persons addressed or referred to in the discourse of Greek administration. Therefore, documents address mixed groups of people by means of the masculine forms of nouns that are available in both gender categories: οι μαθητές / the students-MASC, οι καθηγητές / the teachers-MASC instead of οι μαθητές και οι μαθήτριες / the students-MASC and the students-FEM, οι καθηγητές και οι καθηγήτριες / the teachers-MASC and the teachers-FEM. The only exclusive use of the feminine gender concerns pregnant women and the profession of midwives. 
What is more, nouns pertaining to the “common” or “inclusive” gender that follow masculine declension patterns, are systematically used: πρόεδρ–ος / chairman-MASC/FEM, γιατρ-ός / doctor-MASC/FEM, δικαστ-ής / judge-MASC/FEM, εισαγγελ-έας / district attorney-MASC/FEM, πρόσφυγ-ας / refugee-MASC/FEM e.t.c.. The fact that feminine morphology for this category is not always available further establishes the use of the generic masculine as the norm. Also, even when feminine derivatives were established and their use is unmarked​[5]​, nouns of masculine declension are preferred, as in the following example: ο/η εργοδότης / the-MASC/the-FEM employer-MASC/FEM instead of η εργοδότρια / the-FEM employer-FEM, ο/η πρέσβης / the-MASC/the-FEM ambassador instead of η πρέσβειρα / the ambassadress. 
In terms of syntax, modifiers of the noun phrase, i.e. articles, adjectives, as well as pronouns form agreement with the nouns almost exclusively in the masculine gender. Textual analysis of morphosyntactic agreement both within NPs (as in examples 1, 2, 3, 4) and within anaphoric and cataphoric reference in the text as a whole (excerpt 5) further disambiguate the uses of “common” nouns as masculine. Following the rule of the generic masculine when mixed groups of people are addressed/ referred to, preference for not only masculine morphology, i.e. the more formal variables of the available lexical items, but for the masculine as the generic human is attested. As can be observed in the subsequent examples (1-5), modifiers and pronouns analyzed in this context follow similar patterns, thus attesting to the authors’ intention to use the generic masculine systematically. 
(1) 
των Ρομά Ελλήνων και αλλοδαπών
The-MASC/FEM Roma (people) Greek-MASC and foreign-MASC/FEM
of the Greek and foreign Roma people 
(2)
ο αμέσως επόμενος αδιάθετος υπάλληλος
the-MASC immediately next-MASC available-MASC employee-MASC/FEM
the next available employee
(3)
με άλλους ειδικούς ιατρούς
with other-MASC specialised-MASC doctors-MASC/FEM
with other specialised doctors
(4)
όσοι είναι εκδιδόμενα πρόσωπα
those-MASC who are prostitutes-NEUTER
those who are prostitutes
In examples 1-3, the noun ‘Roma’ as a loan word has no gender indication whereas the nouns ‘employee’ and ‘doctors’ pertain to the so called “common gender”. However, agreement in the masculine via gender morphology of the modifiers and complements to the NPs leads to the interpretation of the nouns as masculine. In example 4, via pronoun/NP agreement, the neuter NP referring to prostitutes is also interpreted as masculine. This choice seemingly contradicts the one in excerpt 6 below, in which the highly prestigious professional identity of doctors is defined as exclusively male whereas that of nurses as exclusively female (see section 4.2). As prostitution is traditionally associated with low social status and women, it could be claimed that the generic masculine in example 4 neutralises referents, therefore avoiding the discriminatory perception of prostitutes as exclusively female. However, both examples confirm the ongoing instability with regards to the discursive connotations of the grammatical gender selected for “professional” nouns as well as the pragmatic outcomes of gender constructions via the specific linguistic choices.
The following excerpt (5) is part of a document commissioned by the Ministry of Interior and Administrative Reconstruction concerning the right to reunion of family members of foreign citizenship who are legal residents of Greece (PD_131_GR2006.doc). 
(5)
Τα λοιπά, κάτω των 18 ετών, άγαμα τέκνα του συντηρούντος ή του ετέρου των συζύγων, συμπεριλαμβανομένων των τέκνων που έχουν, κατά τα ανωτέρω, υιοθετηθεί, εφόσον η άσκηση της επιμέλειας έχει νομίμως ανατεθεί για μεν τα τέκνα του συντηρούντος σε αυτό, για δε τα τέκνα του ετέρου συζύγου στο σύζυγο αυτόν.
The rest under the age of 18, unmarried children of the-MASC supporting-MASC ((spouse-MASC/FEM))​[6]​ or of the-MASC other-MASC of the-MASC/FEM spouses-MASC/FEM-PL, including the children who, as defined above, have been adopted, provided that the exercise of custody has been legally assigned for the children of the-MASC supporting-MASC ((spouse-MASC/FEM)) to him, for the children of the-MASC other-MASC spouse-MASC/FEM to this-MASC spouse-MASC/FEM.
The archaic masculine forms of the pronouns: ετέρου, αυτό, αυτόν (see underlined segments in the excerpt) make anaphora to the person/referent, i.e. the husband or the wife who has custody of the children. Also, the Greek equivalent spouse, i.e. ο/η σύζυγος / the-MASC/FEM spouse-MASC/FEM, pertains to the nouns of the so-called common gender. As a consequence, exclusive agreement of both articles and pronouns modifying the noun (spouse-MASC/FEM) in the masculine directs us to interpret the text as referring to men married to and sharing children with other men which undermines the intended meaning and, thus, renders the excerpt pragmatically dysfunctional. In fact, the excerpt is not intelligible due to the over-application of standard gender preference patterns. As a result, the use of the masculine throughout the text does not allow for the distinction between male and female referents. In their attempt to adopt a “correct” discourse style, the authors make hypercorrect movements in the direction of formal standard registers (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 50) even at the expense of meaning-making.

4.2.	Semantic parameters, pragmatic outcomes
The vast majority of “professional” nouns repeatedly appearing in the public documents under scrutiny are attested as masculine. This becomes explicit through the syntactic (gender agreement within NPs) and pragmatic (generic reference/ anaphora by means of the choice of masculine for pronouns and modifiers) analysis of the texts (section 4.1). Nouns addressing and/or referring to persons, or mixed groups of persons, or even women only, refer to women by means of naming men. Such choices consolidate the historically shaped preference of Greek speakers, women and men, for masculine forms thus rendering women recipients of the said administrative actions invisible. One exception is the following:
(6)
[…] ενός ιατρού, ελλείψει δε αυτού μιας νοσηλεύτριας.
a-MASC doctor-MASC/FEM, in the absence of he-MASC a-FEM nurse-FEM
[…] of a doctor ((male)), otherwise of a nurse ((female)). 
Despite the fact that the generic use of masculine forms has been attested in the majority of PDs in our database, in this excerpt, the category doctor, via article agreement, is defined as comprising male members, whereas, as an exception, the category nurse is female exclusive. However, the unequal distribution of social status of doctors and nurses coincides with the corresponding less than equal social status of men and women and is reflected in the gender choices of the authors. This constitutes a social rather than a linguistic arrangement as far as power role relationships are concerned that further confirms the lower status assigned to women professionals via the selection of the feminine grammatical gender as opposed to the dominant masculine. Despite the fact that gender choices for the professional identities mentioned in excerpt 6 seemingly oppose the ones attested in the rest of our database, they nevertheless confirm the lower status ascribed to women referents either by omitting them (in the majority of the documents) or by assigning them less prestigious professional identities.      
Contrary to the structural choice made in excerpt 6 that nevertheless, confirms our claim for masculine dominance, textual analysis of the vast majority of PDs attests to the overall contextualisation of “professional” nouns as masculine. Not only is direct reference to women systematically avoided, this preference has an impact on meaning-making, thus, producing odd or, in Lockwood’s terms, “exaggerated and perverted” (1989: 31) semantic and pragmatic outcomes. 
Excerpt 7 below is a case in point. It forms part of a Guide conducted by the General Secretariat for Gender Equality aiming at handling as well as preventing sexual harassment in the workplace (DAPHNE III, 2007-2013, 204_odigos_0710.pdf). 
(7)
Αυτό το φυλλάδιο στοχεύει στις εργαζόμενες γυναίκες, στους εκπρόσωπους των εργαζομένων και στους εργοδότες. 
[…] 
Κάντε το απρόσμενο: Ονομάστε τη συμπεριφορά. Ο,τιδήποτε μόλις έκανε πείτε το και γίνετε συγκεκριμένοι.
Να είστε σοβαροί, άμεσοι και να μιλάτε απερίφραστα.
Βρείτε έναν μάρτυρα συμπεριφοράς
Ενημερώστε έναν έμπιστο συνάδελφο και προσπαθήστε να διασφαλίσετε ότι είναι αυτόπτης ή αυτήκοος μάρτυρας σε κάποια κατάσταση όπου παρενοχλείστε σεξουαλικά. 
[…]
Εργασιακές ομάδες που βρίσκονται σε μεγαλύτερο κίνδυνο εργασιακής βίας από άλλες:
Εργαζόμενοι στο χώρο της καθαριότητας και σε συνεργεία καθαρισμού, οικιακοί βοηθοί
Αλλοδαποί εργαζόμενοι […]

This booklet addresses working women, employee-MASC representatives-MASC and employers-MASC. 
[…]
Do the unexpected: Name the behaviour. Whatever ((he))​[7]​ just did, say it and be specific-MASC.
Be serious-MASC, direct-MASC and speak unequivocally.
Find an eye-witness-MASC.
Inform a-MASC trustworthy-MASC colleague-MASC and try to make sure that ((he)) is eye- or ear-witness-MASC in a situation in which you are being sexually harassed. 
[…]
Groups of working people who are in greater risk of violence in the workplace than others:
Employees-MASC in the cleaning domain and cleaning companies, household cleaners-MASC 
Foreign-MASC employees-MASC […] 

The text explicitly addresses working women who might suffer sexual harassment as well as union representatives and employers specified as exclusively masculine (‘employee-MASC representatives-MASC and employers-MASC’). Although the text explicitly deals with women as victims of harassment, employees and professionals in greater risk of violence in the workplace are also grouped as masculine. Also, the trustworthy colleagues and the eye/ear-witnesses who should testify with regards to the deeds are portrayed as male. The latter can be seen as an example of indirect sexism which corresponds to stereotypical beliefs and gendered discourses of women as damsels in distress and male chivalry and/ or women as weak and submissive and men as potential problem-solvers (see also Sunderland, 2004). However, it is the control acts attributed to the women who suffer violence, who are urged to be specific-MASC, serious-MASC and direct-MASC that significantly impede meaning-making. These masculine forms of the relevant predicates referring to women employees can only be understood in terms of hypercorrection (see also examples 5 and 8), namely, the effort to preserve what is overtly considered as “correct” stylistic choice for formal written varieties, even at the expense of meaning.      
Hypercorrection towards the generic masculine forms in this text relates to the exaggerated (Labov 1972), or super-standard (Wolfram and Fasold, 1974) application of a perceived grammatical and stylistic standard. It exhibits confusion as to what “grammar” is, as well as an established tendency in formal public discourse towards linguistic conservatism. In fact, Lockwood (1989: 31) argues that the linguistic hypercorrection of the middle class is in tandem with the clerical profession and has been built into its very structure. Originally designed to help women cope with sexism, the above excerpt ends up embedding conflicting discourse outcomes. This is because it addresses women victims of sexual harassment in the workplace as if they were men, it prompts them to confide in male witnesses and, finally, the masculine form is used for professional groups mainly employing women. By making use both of overt and indirect sexist language, it ends up reinforcing sexism. 
The examples of formal written discourse examined above attest to two tendencies in the production of administrative documents. Both tendencies pertain to a continuum of standardness, which nevertheless creates a “gender effect” (Alvanoudi, 2014) of male dominance, and super-standardness, namely the exaggerated application of the generic masculine rule even when women are exclusively the objects of reference. Standard uses of the generic masculine attest to entrenched sexism, also contested in Second Wave Feminist Linguistics, through which women referents are rendered invisible in the discourse of formal planned documents of the Administration (examples 1, 2, 3, 4). Feminisation, namely making the female and feminine consistently visible in language would be the simple solution here, as officially implemented in Italian, French, Spanish and German through non-sexist language reform (Bengoechea, 2011; Pauwels, 2011). Super-standard uses of the masculine on the other hand, constitute cases of hypercorrection and as a consequence produce dysfunctional discourse (examples 5 and 7). In the section that follows, we further explore the concept of grammatical standardness in relation to exclusively masculine language choices in the highly institutionalised context of the Greek parliament.  

5.	Grammatical correctness and the dominance of sexist discourses in the Greek Parliament
In this section we deal with the reproduction of gendered discourses in excerpts from Parliamentary sittings. We aim to show that the institutionalised preference for perceived standardness reinforces dominant sexist discourses which sustain an asymmetrical gender order (Alvanoudi, 2014: 72) and, at the same time, demonstrate an ideologisation of grammar.
The first excerpt (excerpt 8​[8]​) comes from the 2nd parliamentary sitting for the election of the President of the Greek Democracy in December 2014. MPs are called via the procedure of the roll-call vote to either state the name of their chosen candidate or just declare present in the procedure which equals to a negative vote. The Chair, Danis Tzamtzis invites a Syriza MP, Afroditi Stambouli, to respond to the call.  
(8) 23/12/2014: The second vote for the election of the President of Greek Democracy
Participants:
ΔΤζ/ DTz: Danis Tzamtzis (Chair-Nea Democratia/ male)
Afroditi Stambouli: ΑΣ /AS (MP-Syriza/ female) 
ΜMπ/MB: Markos Bolaris (MP-Independent/ male)
1 ΔΤζ:		Σταμπούλη Αφροδίτη
2 ΑΣ:   	Πα//[ρούσα]
3 ΔΤζ:  	//[Παρών]
4 ΑΣ: 		να γράψετε κύριε Πρόεδρε //[μας έχετε αλλάξει φύλο σε όλες] 
5 ΔΤζ:  	//[Μπόλαρης Μάρκος]
6 ΜΜπ: 	[Παρών] 
7 ΔΤζ: 		Να μάθετε γραμματική. Μπόλαρης Μάρκος.
8 ΜΜπ: 	Παρών

1 DTz: 	Stambouli Afroditi
2 AS: 		Pre //[sent-FEM]
3 DTz:         	//[Present-MASC]
4 AS: 		write down your Honor //[you have changed the sex to all of us] 
5 DTz:           //[Bolaris Markos]
6 ΜB:            [Present-MASC] 
7 DTz: 	Learn grammar Bolaris Markos.
8 ΜB:  	Present-MASC
	
The above extract consists of a hypercorrection on the part of the Chair (Danis Tzamtzis) with regards to the grammatical standard of using the masculine to address mixed groups of people that has been established in Modern Greek. Based on the perceived exclusive use of the masculine gender, even when females are addressed, Tzamzis, via repetition of the form ‘present-MASC’, repairs the statements of all women MPs who choose the participle παρούσα/ ‘present-FEM’ (turn 3). In turn 4, Stambouli challenges the repair requesting the official recording of the feminine form of the participle. In turn 7, Tzamtzis, via a bald-on-record directive, orders his interlocutor to learn grammar portraying her as incompetent as far as the grammatical use of Greek is concerned​[9]​. Through activating the presupposition of linguistic incompetence, he directly threatens the face​[10]​ of his fellow MP. His attack constitutes indirect sexism as he also portrays his female addressee as a trespasser of perceived male standardness. The process of voting goes on by the recording of all women MPs as present-MASC. Following the sitting, there were critical comments and complaints in various (social) media concerning the ways Stambouli was rebutted questioning the use of grammatical gender in the voting procedure​[11]​. 
The following excerpt comes from the official proceedings of the Conference of the House Speakers of the Greek Parliament (13/8/2015) where procedural matters are discussed. 
(9)​[12]​ 13/8/2015: The Conference of the House Speakers 
Participants:
ZK: Zoi Konstantopoulou (House Speaker-Syriza/ female)
HTh: Haris Theoharis (MP-Potami/ male)

1 ΘΧ:	Εγώ θα ήθελα τρία θέματα να θίξω. Το ένα είναι να εφιστήσω την προσοχή ότι… 
2 ΖΚ:   	Επιστήσω. 
3 ΘΧ: 		Να επιστήσω την προσοχή. 
4 ΖΚ: 		Επειδή κακοποιούμε πολύ τη γλώσσα. Ελάτε. 
5 ΘΧ: 	Κυρία Κωνσταντοπούλου, όταν χθες χρησιμοποιήσατε μια ανύπαρκτη λέξη, «συναδέλφισσα», δεν σας έκανα μάθημα. Συνεπώς, να μη χρησιμοποιείτε… 
6 ΖΚ: 		Το θηλυκό δεν είναι ανύπαρκτο, κύριε Θεοχάρη, αν και κάποιοι θα το ήθελαν. 
7 ΘΧ: 	Είναι «ο, η συνάδελφος». Δεν σας έκανα μάθημα. Τα πολιτικά κριτήρια, με τα οποία κρίνετε τα πάντα, και τα γυαλιά τα οποία φοράτε, τα οποία είναι πάντα πολιτικά, ακόμη και για την ορθότητα της γλώσσας, δεν σας ταιριάζουν. Λίγη σοβαρότητα, σας παρακαλώ. 

1 HTh: 	I would like to raise three issues. The first is to draw ((incorrect subjunctive form)) your attention to…
2 ZK: 		Draw ((correct subjunctive form))
3 HTh: 	To draw ((correct subjunctive form)) your attention. 
4 ZK: 		Because we vandalise language a lot. Go ahead.
5 HTh: 	Mrs Konstantopoulou, yesterday when you used a non-existent word, “colleague-FEM”, I didn’t give you a lesson. Therefore, don’t use…
6 ZK: 	The female ((gender)), Mr Theoharis, does exist, although some would have liked it not to.
7 HTh: 	It is the-MASC/the-FEM colleague-MASC/FEM. I didn’t give you a lesson. The political criteria through which you judge everything as well as the glasses you wear, which are always political, even when it comes to language standards, do not suit you. Some propriety, please ((please, behave)).

Haris Theoharis (MP, Potami) counter-attacks the House Speaker, Zoi Konstantopoulou (MP, Syriza), after a) her repairing (turn 2) a grammatical mistake of his concerning the incorrect use of the subjunctive in the verb to draw in turn 1 (namely εφιστήσω in place of επιστήσω) and b) her elaborating on the abuse of the Greek language in turn 4 (because we vandalise language a lot). The elaboration follows Theoharis’s repair via repetition of the correct form of the verb in turn 3 and can be considered an indirect threat to his face. Theoharis’s counter attack lies in his claims that Konstantopoulou has been using the non-existent Greek word συναδέλφισσα/ colleague-FEM, in order to refer to women MPs. He then proceeds with a bald on record directive that prompts her not to use such forms (turn 5). After Konstantopoulou’s statement on the existence of the female (grammatical and, implied, social) gender (turn 6), Theoharis defends his position by asserting that the only choice compatible with the Greek grammar is the literary term ο/η συνάδελφος/ the-MASC/the-FEM colleague-MASC/FEM (turn 7). This choice is formed by means of the so-called “common gender” morphology of the masculine, namely the ending –os, instead of the exclusively feminine suffix -issa. He concludes his contribution with an appeal for some (linguistic) propriety, as opposed to the alleged impropriety (turn 7), which, in turns, portrays his female addressee as a trespasser of perceived male standardness. On these grounds, his appeal constitutes a verbal attack and reproduces dominant sexist discourses.
In both excerpts, the male counterparts of women MPs reprimand them on the lack of grammaticality of the feminine forms they employ in order to refer to themselves or other women colleagues. In excerpt 8, the feminine form of the participle “present-FEM” is bluntly repaired as a masculine form “present-MASC”, and the woman who used it, as well as other women MPs who made the same choice, are either ignored, reprimanded or prompted to study grammar. In excerpt 9, after a repair sequence on correct verb forms that threatened the face of the male MP who had misused them, there is a topic shift concerning the abuse of the Greek language (turn 4). This is interpreted as further attacking the face of the male MP, who counterattacks accusing his female colleague of ungrammatical use of feminine noun forms. The attack is further elaborated by the accusation that she uses political and, by extension feminist, criteria in matters of linguistic standardness, exhibiting total lack of awareness of the sociolinguistic parameters of language use on his part. The form colleague-FEM, via the use of the feminine suffix –issa, is considered non-existent by the speaker (turn 5), despite the fact that it is widely used in relevant contexts. The suffix is a feature of the Dhimotiki variety which, compared to word forms of more archaic origins, has been associated with a) less formal contexts and b) the political agendas of non-conservative, trade unionists and politicians.  
	Calls for grammaticality and (linguistic) propriety observed in the above excerpts and hypercorrection that results in the pragmatically dysfunctional use of masculine forms also discussed in section 4, attest to the ongoing debate concerning standardness in Greek. The lack of representation of women via feminine forms and gender agreement in the feminine, whenever women are addressed or referred to, lies at the heart of this debate. Language reform that was advocated in the Second Wave of feminist linguistics has yet to be discussed in the Greek socio-political context, in which puristic tendencies towards the generic use of the masculine are compatible with dominant ideological beliefs concerning gender roles. The male politicians position themselves as safeguards of such puristic language practices and, simultaneously, reproduce indirect sexism in the broader socio-cultural context. After all, this is a debate that cannot be separated from the political dimension of issues of social and gender equality, and the constitutive role of language in the construction of social gender.
Overall, our findings document the foregrounding or the exclusive use of the masculine gender -even when females are exclusively addressed in public discourse- which, in turn, results in the lack of direct reference and visibility of females for the total of the social and professional identities included in our dataset. Even when the so-called “common gender” nouns appear to be in use, the authors' intention to refer to both men and women via the male gender becomes clear through the use of modifiers of masculine morphology. What is more, we spotted instances of hypercorrection, namely the excessive use (Labov, 1972) of masculine forms pertaining to a “super-standard” variety (Wolfram and Fasold, 1974: 20), even when women are exclusively addressed. In the Greek sociolinguistic context, this practice reflects a misanalysis on the part of authors and speakers with regards to the generic masculine grammatical standard that has been established in Modern Greek, which is nevertheless compatible with both the preference for prestigious lexical and morphological variants of mostly archaic origin and male dominance in the public sphere. The excerpts of parliamentary discourse analyzed also point to this fact, prompting a debate as to what linguistic “correctness” is. We would therefore argue that the routine preference for masculine gender forms found in our data, which is meant to be associated with correctness, standardness and formality constitutes evidence of an entrenched sexism in language. As such, it incites indirect sexist attacks and contributes to the reproduction of dominant gendered discourses of male superiority and female exclusion in the public sphere. Due to this firm association of standardness with male-exclusive forms, the visibilization of women (Bengoechea, 2011), the first step towards non-sexist language reform has not yet been achieved in the Greek context. To this end, Greece is far from implementing non-sexist policies that would include the usage of unmarked non-sexist terms, collective or abstract nouns, as it has been put into practice in other languages (e.g. Swedish and Spanish apart from English).  
Formal public discourse and public documents reflect the ideological role of language in that not only it perpetuates power and unequal role relationships but, at the same time, helps sustain and enforce the power men have historically held in this particular domain of life (see also Weatherall, 2002: 1). Thus, public documents and parliamentary speech under scrutiny prove to be representative of dominant ideological beliefs with regards to gender roles that are in social circulation in the Greek context which, in turn, seem to to contribute to the on-going struggle between sexes over access to resources and positions of power (Mills, 2008: 43) and, thus, reinforce sexism as a social reality (Pavlidou, 2002).

6. Conclusions 
We conducted a local and a contextual analysis of overt and indirect sexism in data comprising of public documents and excerpts of parliamentary sittings, pointing to the discursive framing of these items and their interpretations or intended meanings. We identified dominant discourses that reinforce institutionalised sexism, namely gendered language use that is naturalised and thought to be appropriate to a particular context. Following Sunderland (2004: 193), we do acknowledge the fact that discourses should be considered as parts or orders of networks that mingle, absorb and contradict each other. However, our study shows that the firm association of masculine gender exclusive forms with a normative grammatical standard – so that any use of feminine gender forms is seen as deviation – is not simply an institutional convention but it is recognised as sexist and marked as such to the extent that recipients comment on and talk about it (ibid: 200). As such, it reproduces dominant and persistent discourses that help naturalisation of gender hierarchies and the maintenance of gender distinctions. 
Drawing upon studies adopting a critical perspective, we call for discursive intervention by proposing the deconstruction of these discourses through, primarily, the dissociation of grammatical correctness from the “common gender” given the highly institutionalised nature of our data. We believe that written texts in the public domain are a controllable – to the extent that change is implemented from above – environment and a site where progressive changes in gender-related language practices are already implemented at macro level language planning in other languages (Pauwels, 1989; 1998; Sunderland, 2004; Bengoechea, 2011). 
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^1	  We use the terms female/ male to refer to the sex of humans and the terms feminine/ masculine to talk about features of languages (where we use the abbreviations FEM/MASC) or qualities that are considered to be typical of women and men.  
^2	  For example, the elimination of the written forms of Katharevous (monotoniko) associated with a complex orthography was only achieved in 1980s and it took a long period of time until it was fully implemented (Karantzola, 2016).
^3	  For an extensive discussion on Second Wave feminism, see among others Cameron (1998), Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (2003), Freed (2003), Talbot (2010). 
^4	  The analysis of a corpus of 1000 documents exhibits the 100% syntactic precedence of the masculine form over the feminine ending. It also demonstrates the total omission of the feminine form or ending in 56,33% of the documents (Georgalidou and Gasouka, 2014).
^5	  This is not always the case for professions of high social status. For example, even though three feminine forms for the professional noun ‘doctor’ (γιατρ-ίνα, γιατρ-έσσα, γιάτρ-ισσα) and one for the professional noun ‘judge’ (δικαστ-ίνα) exist, they either pertain to low oral varieties or have derogatory connotations. In particular, the feminine suffix -ina, mostly denotes a young and/or inexperienced female doctor or judge. As a consequence, in formal contexts, the use of masculine morphology (η γιατρ-ός / the-FEM doctor-MASC/FEM, η δικαστ-ής / the-FEM judge-MASC/FEM) for women doctors and judges is predominant. 
^6	  ((  ))	metalinguistic descriptions by the analyst
^7	  Greek is a pro-drop language. Therefore it is not obligatory for the subject pronoun or NP to appear overtly. Person and number -but, crucially for the purpose of the present analysis, not grammatical gender- are marked in the verb ending. 
^8	  Transcription conventions:  //	interruption[   ]	overlap 	
^9	  For an extensive discussion of sexist verbal attacks against Greek women parliamentarians see Georgalidou (2016).
^10	  Face is seen as a social phenomenon arising in interaction rather than as an individual phenomenon involving person centered attributes (Arundale 2010).
^11	  Greek media often engage in debates concerning linguistic correctness and matters of sexism (Georgakopoulou 2013). Stances vary according to idiosyncrasy and political affiliations. However, the analysis of media discourse concerning the aforementioned issues as well as the political affiliations of people involved in sexist episodes and debates over sexist language fall beyond the scope of this paper.
^12	  The transcription of excerpt 9 is in the form it appears in the official proceedings of the parliament. 
